



Dear Dave, 4/23/01 

In between dozing at dialysis this morning I thought about 
Kurtz and Briggs. I do not know if it is the right thing to do, 



you and I being different people, but if I face that proble^and 
possibly oTthers from Kurtz, I'd be inclined to addfress what 
he said separately. I’d tell Briggs that most of what Kurtziaid 
was about Weisberg, with no proofs of any kind and to the best 
of your knowledge not a word of it i3 trueTjThen with that I'd 
have the index of his book, enclosed. I'd also use the JAH re- 
view with the highlighting I've added. It will disappear if 
xeroxed. Tell him thatif he needs more than the JAH review to 
let him know that Kurtz is not really an assassination scholar 
and that, without question, he is prejudiced against Weisberg 
who tells , e that to t e best of his recollection he and Kurtz 
were never in touch with each other 


'‘Right off che bat I ’ d say that Kurtz obviouslyy does not like 

Weisberg and, in spite of what he now says, even did not mention 
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him Hhoa—by^th c tine - K trrt?r J -s book^a ppa - r ed I had published the 

first book on the subject and five more, had filed and won about 

a dozen FOIA lawsuits, mostly against the FBI, and in the legislative 

history of the l'_)^4 amending of FOIA, I was credited with causing 

some of the need for those amendments, the investigatory files 


exemption, which opened FBI. CIA and similar files under FOIA. 

Ignoring this in his book, aside from not being scholarly, 
is a clear sign of having a strong prejudice at t\at time. 

Think about it. fTais may not be the best way. But it incjcudes 
what Briggs should know or you'll never get Kurtz off your back uand 
if Briggs is not oggended, as he should not be when you are giving 
him fact, you'll have no more Kurtz trouble at Kansas. 
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